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Dear Committee Members:

After careful thought, I write in strong support of House Bill 419, sponsored by
Rep. Tom McGilvray. Many times during parenting plan cases, 1 ask children what their
three wishes are. Most of the time, one of the children’s three wishes is that their parents
would not get a divorce, or that their parents would get back together. It is for this reason
that I support this bill.

One of the epiphanies that I have had since I've become a state district court judge
is that parents who stay together “for the sake of the kids” are staying together for an
excellent reason. Prior to becoming a judge, I often thought that if the parties were
arguing and fighting, it was better that they got divorced. I know longer think this, unless
there is significant abuse or it is a dangerous situation. In most cases, I think it would be
best for the children if the parties stayed married. In fact, I have heard that in most cases,
five years after parties seriously consider divorce, if they stay together, they are happier
than those couples that went forward with divorce. Somehow, in other words, they work
through their problems.

I realize Montana followed the California lead in going in the “no-fault” direction
in the 1970’s. At the time, I'm sure that seemed like a good policy decision. In hindsight,
however, I think it has been a poor policy decision due to the breakup of many marriages
that undoubtedly could have been saved.

This bill only applies to couples with children. If couples without children want to
get divorced, then let them go ahead just as we currently do. However, when couples
have children, a higher standard should be adopted. The kids want their parents to stay
together, despite the fact that kids know they fight and argue too much.




I think Montana could lead the charge in rethinking “no-fault” divorces. It goes
without saying that adding counseling would be helpful to many couples. An outside
person can provide options and look at detrimental effects of divorce that the parties
cannot recognize themselves. House Bill 419 simply requires a cooling-off period of one
year before allowing a divorce to proceed. In some cases, only one party wants a divorce,
and yet Montana courts must allow the divorce to go forward. Again, with couples with
children, this is too easy.

I recognize this is a major policy shift, and I wish I could be there in person to
answer your questions. Unfortunately, I am unable to personally appear.

The bottom line is this: this bill is good for kids. If kids in a divorce situation could
vote, they would support this bill wholeheartedly. We all know the effects divorce has on
children. On the other hand, most of us have been in homes where there has been fighting
between couples, and yet we know how much we wanted our parents to stay together.
This bill helps that occur. I urge your support.

/S—iﬁ@y yours,
tssell C. Fagg

District Court Judge
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A few years ago, Bill and Deb, a married couple, found out that their neighborhood friends, Max:io and
Judy, were filing for divorce. They had been unsuccessful in resolving their differences and decided to
call it quits.

Bill and Deb were extremely concerned not only about Mario and Judy, but also about the lopming ‘
custody battle over their daughter. They wrote Mario and Judy a letter asking them to reconsider their
decision and also invited them to attend a marriage-enrichment conference.

Mario and Judy were initially reluctant to respond to the letter, but found themselves "deeply moved" by
it. They attended the conference and, as a result, decided to work through their problems. Their daughter
personally thanked Deb and Bill for helping her parents stay together. 1

Prevalence of Divorce

Stories like that of Mario and Judy are heartening. Unfortunately, many other unhappy married couples
lose hope for saving their marriage and opt for divorce. Few in our society remain untouched by divorce.
In 2001, the divorce rate was almost double that of 1960. Today, 40 to 50 percent of marriages are likely
to end in divorce, with second and subsequent marriages having an even higher likelihood of divorce
than first marriages.2 Sadly, most divorces occur in low-conflict but unhappy marriages; only one-third
of divorces occur in violent or physically abusive marriages.3

The Fault-based System

Much of the rise in divorce rates can be attributed to no-fault divorce laws, which give all spouses
unrestricted access to divorce. But divorce wasn't always this easy to obtain. Divorce law in the United
States used to be based on the fault system, in which fault-based grounds such as adultery, cruelty, or
desertion were required for divorce; one spouse was the "innocent” petitioner, while the other was the
"guilty" respondent. Divorce could be granted only to the "innocent" petitioner, who had to prove the
respondent was at fault.

Requiring fault-based grounds had important consequences. First, it made divorce more difficult; a
marriage did not just end at the whim of one person. The spouse who wanted to end the marriage had to
obtain the cooperation of the other spouse. Secondly, it gave spouses incentives to remain committed to
their marriages by punishing the guilty and rewarding the innocent. Thirdly, it gave the innocent party
the ability to delay or deny the divorce or to bargain for a favorable property or alimony settlement.

Critics argued that the fault-based system often brought hypocrisy to the divorce process. Because one
spouse had to be proven guilty of a shameful act, such as desertion or adultery, couples who both
desired divorce, but had no grounds, would often collaborate in concocting a story of blame.4 While this
system may not have been perfect, it discouraged spouses from ending their marriage and underscored
the social importance of marriage and family. The fault-based system made it clear that infidelity, abuse,
and abandonment of one's spouse and family undermined the social order.

No-fault Divorce

In the early 1960s, the California Assembly Judiciary Committee conducted hearings in an effort to
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establish uniformity in judicial procedures relating to divorce, alimony and custody of children.5 Three
major themes emerged from these hearings: concern about California's high divorce rate, the belief that
fault divorce causes bitterness and hostility between couples, and the need for a Family Court to help
save troubled marriages.6

In 1966, then-Governor of California, Edmund G. Brown, established a Commission on the Family to
address that state's high divorce rate and its social consequences. The Commission drafted no-fault
reforms, eliminating fault from divorce grounds and financial settlements and establishing a Family
Court to aid married couples in reconciling their marriages or in obtaining a non-adversarial divorce
when necessary.7 Although Brown was in favor of the Family Court, it was dropped during last-minute
legislative negotiations, mainly because it was too expensive, thus eliminating all possibility of legally
encouraging reconciliation.8 The no-fault reforms were passed in the Family Law Act of 1969, making
California the first state in the union to leave marriage completely unprotected.

California's no-fault reforms spread rapidly throughout the nation. By 1974, no-fault divorce had passed
in 45 states. By 1985, all 50 states had adopted such laws.9 Fault is no longer required for marital
dissolution in any state.10 In fact, 17 states are pure no-fault states, meaning that fault is never
considered in the divorce process--even at the stage of financial and property settlement.11 However,
according to the American Bar Association, fault is still relevant in determining alimony or spousal
support in 29 states.12

Consequences of No-fault Divorce

Once fault was removed, divorce rates skyrocketed. Studies have shown that the elimination of fault
from marital dissolution and property settlements has led to an increase in divorce rates.13 Other
researchers cite studies showing that no-fault reforms increased the divorce rate by up to 25 percent.14

No-fault divorce makes unilateral divorce possible; that is, a spouse no longer needs to obtain the
consent of the other spouse in order to file for and obtain a divorce. Instead, a divorce can be granted
automatically to anyone who claims that the marriage is irretrievably broken or that the couple is
incompatible. The spouse who wishes the marriage to continue is powerless to prevent its dissolution.

Today, four out of every five divorces are unilateral. !’

No Legal Protection for Marriage

Since no-fault divorce laws make it easy for people to opt out of their marriages at any time with few or
no consequences, spouses no longer have legal protection for the bond they have created in marriage.
The marriage contract, according to Maggie Gallagher, has become "less binding than the average
business deal. Marriage is one of the few contracts in which the law explicitly protects the defaulting
party at the expense of his or her partner."16

With little or no legal protection for marriage, spouses are not given the security and incentive to devote
themselves to their marriage, nor are they encouraged to be faithful to their vows. Instead, each spouse
has an incentive to focus on self-preservation. Studies have shown that more women entered the labor
force after no-fault divorce reforms were passed because they did not want their earning capacity to
diminish in case their marriages ended.17

Public Costs of Divorce

Divorce has huge public costs. According to a 2003 study, divorce costs the United States $33.3 billion
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per year. This total includes direct costs to federal and state government for child support enforcement,
Medicaid, Temporary Assistance to Needy Families, food stamps, and public housing; it also includes
indirect costs for correctional facilities, taking care of single elderly, unwed childbearing, drug
problems, delinquency, and other social problems related to divorce. The "average" divorce costs state
and federal governments $30,000 in direct and indirect costs.18

The Effects of Divorce on Children

At least one million children each year experience the divorce of their parents. Numerous social science
studies have demonstrated the devastating effect of divorce on children:

] Emotional and Behavioral Problems: A 2002 study found that, compared to children with mal_‘ried
parents, children with divorced parents are more likely to have behavior problems, such as aggression or
acting-out.19 A 1999 study found a higher incidence of depression and delinquency among children
whose parents had divorced.20

U Less Educational Attainment: Compared to children raised by widowed mothers, children from
divorced single-mother homes are significantly less likely to complete high school and to attend or to
graduate from college, according to a 2000 study.21

0 Illegal Drug Use: A 2003 study found that compared to persons from intact families, those who
experienced parental divorce are one-and-a-half times more likely to use illegal drugs by age 14 and
more likely to use illicit drugs at any age.22

[J Cohabitation and Out-of-Wedlock Childbearing: A 2004 study found that young women who
experience parental divorce are twice as likely to cohabit before marriage and to have a child out of
wedlock, when compared to those raised by their married biological parents.23

Adult Children of Divorce
Divorce has long-lasting consequences on children, often negatively impacting them into adulthood.

0 Depression and Suicide: A 2003 study found that those who experienced parental divorce by age
seven were twice as likely to suffer from major depression as adults (regardless of whether their mother
remarried), compared to those raised in intact families. 24 Other research found that compared to those
raised in intact families, adults who had experienced parental separation or divorce in childhood were
twice as likely to attempt suicide.25

[ Less Economic Achievement: Compared to children raised by widowed mothers, a.dults who grew
up in divorced single-mother homes are more likely to take lower status jobs and less likely to report
happiness in adulthood.26 '

U Higher Risk of Divorce: Children of divorce are twice as likely to divorce as are the? offspring of
continuously married parents, according to a national longitudinal study of two generations. The authors

suggest that their higher risk of divorce is due to a weaker commitment to lifelong marriage.27

U Weak Family Relationships: Adults who have experienced parental divorce are lesg likely to .h'ave
frequent contact and close relationships with their parents than are adult children from intact families.28

Effects of Divorce on Those Who Divorce
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Divorced men and women also suffer tremendously from divorce.

0 Depression: A 2001 national study of nearly 800 families found that compared to married mothers
with biological children, divorced single mothers report more depression, lower self-esteem, lower self-
efficacy, and less satisfaction with their lives.29

(1 Suicide: A 2000 national study found that divorced and separated men and women are more than
twice as likely as married couples to commit suicide. Similarly, divorced men are nearly two-and-a-half
times more likely than married men to die from suicide.30

O Financial Loss: The income of a mother and child decreases by about 50 percent after separation.31
When divorce or separation occurs, women, on average, experience a 50-percent decline in their family
income, and at least a 20-percent decline in their per capita income. Men, on the other hand, experience
only modest declines in family income and 50- to 90-percent increases in their per capita income.32

Reforming No-Fault Divorce

The devastating effects of divorce on marriage and the family has led to popular support for restricting
access to no-fault divorce. In a 2003 poll, 49 percent of those surveyed said divorce should be harder to
obtain than it is now; only 26 percent said it should be easier.33

Divorce can be reformed in a variety of ways, including enacting laws to implement covenant marriage,
mutual consent, longer waiting periods, pre-divorce classes, and premarital education. Also, Community
Marriage Policies have been effective in reducing divorce rates.

Covenant Marriage

In 1997, Louisiana was the first state to enact a covenant marriage law, followed by Arizona in 1998 and
Arkansas in 2001. Covenant marriage laws give couples a choice between two types of marriage
licenses: the standard marriage license (which allows virtually unrestricted access to no-fault divorce)
and the covenant marriage license (which requires premarital counseling and places restrictions upon
no-fault divorce). Couples who choose covenant marriage must obtain premarital counseling, which
includes discussion in the following three areas:1) the seriousness of covenant marriage, 2) the fact that
it is a lifelong commitment, and 3) the requirement to seek marital counseling when marital difficulties
arise.

In Louisiana, divorce or separation may be obtained in a covenant marriage after a couple that has not
obtained a legal separation has lived apart for two years. Couples without children who have obtained a
legal separation must wait one year before divorcing; separated couples with children are required to
wait 18 months. Other grounds for divorce or separation include proof of adultery, conviction of a
felony with a sentencing to death or imprisonment at hard labor, abandonment by either spouse for one
year, physical or sexual abuse of a spouse or child of one of the spouses, or (for purposes of legal
separation only) cruel treatment or habitual intemperance.34

So far, not many couples are choosing the covenant option. Preliminary findings from a study on
covenant marriage show that only about 2 percent of new marriages in Louisiana fall into the covenant
category. It has been reported that parish clerks of court are discouraging couples from choosing
covenant marriage.35 The low number of covenant marriages may also be due to the fact that many
couples are unaware of the covenant marriage option; according to the study, 40 to 50 percent of spouses
who chose the standard marriage option had never heard of covenant marriage and only 16 percent had
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discussed the option.36 Compared to standard marriages, covenant marriages have 1qwer divor‘ce rates
in the first five years of marriage due to premarital counseling, lower rates of premarital cohabitation,

and wives' strong religious beliefs.3”

In 2003, Indiana, Texas, Utah, Virginia, and West Virginia considered covenant marriage legislation,
followed by Iowa and Missouri in 2004.

Mutual-Consent Divorce

Mutual-consent laws allow couples who mutually agree to obtain a no-fault divorce. Mutual-consent
divorce alleviates the unilateral problem of no-fault divorce, because it does not allow one spouse to
leave without obtaining the consent of the other spouse. Also, mutual-consent divorce involves the least
amount of government intervention in the divorce process. Rather than having a judge decide the
divorce settlement, spouses can determine child custody and how assets and finances should be divided.

In 2002, proposed legislation in Kansas38 and Michigan39 would have allowed mutual consent divorce
and reinstituted fault for contested divorces. In 2003, New Mexico Senator Mark Boitano introduced
legislation limiting "incompatibility" as grounds for no-fault divorce for couples with minor child%*en,
unless both spouses agree that incompatibility exists. The bill also required parents with minor children
to attend a minimum of six hours of counseling.40

Longer Waiting Periods

Lengthening the waiting period, which is the amount of time a couple must wait after filing for‘divorce
or the time they must live separately before filing, is another way states have limited no-fault divorce.
Waiting periods are beneficial for three reasons, according to David Blankenhorn of the Institute for
American Values:They "encourage reconciliations ... affirm the importance of the marriage
commitment, without actually denying divorce ... [and] are fairer to the spouse who is being left."41

A proposed 2004 Georgia bill would have extended the waiting period from 30 days to 180 days for
couples with children (age 18 or younger) and 120 days for couples without children. The bill also
required divorcing couples with minor children to attend a minimum of four hours of classes on how
divorce affects children.42 A proposed 2003 New Hampshire bill would have required a six-month
waiting period for parents with minor children and attendance at classes on how to help children deal
with divorce.43

Reinstituting Fault

Some states have attempted to reinstitute fault in the divorce process. Considering fault in the divorce
process ameliorates the injustice against the spouse who has not committed a serious fault ar_ld who may
not want a divorce. The spouse who is at fault is punished, while the other spouse can bargain for an
appropriate settlement.

The 2002 Kansas and Michigan proposed legislation allowed for consideration of fault. The Kansas bill
would have instituted special requirements for couples with children or if one spouse opposed the
divorce. In such cases, the spouse seeking divorce must allege one of nine fault grounds, such as
adultery, impotence, abandonment or imprisonment.44

The Michigan bill would have allowed no-fault divorce only when spouses mutually consented to it. For
contested divorces, the spouse requesting the divorce would have had to prove the other spouse was at
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fault or would harm a minor child in their home. The at-fault spouse would have been penalized in the
financial settlement.45

In Montana, a 2003 bill would have allowed courts to consider "marital misconduct" when dividing
property or determining custody.46

Premarital Education

Several states have passed premarital education laws in an effort to help couples prepare for marriage
and avoid divorce. Florida was the first, with its Marriage Preservation Act of 1998, which gives a
discount to couples applying for a marriage license who attend a minimum of four hours of marriage
preparation, allowing them to waive the three-day waiting period before the marriage can take place.
The premarital course may include topics such as communication skills and may be taught by licensed
psychologists, social workers or therapists, as well as clergy.

In 1999, Oklahoma passed similar legislation--reducing the marriage license fee for those who receive
premarital education--followed by Maryland and Minnesota in 2001 and Tennessee in 2002. Georgia
recently passed a similar bill, which will likely be signed by the governor in 2004.47 The lowa Senate
recently passed a bill to increase the waiting period for a marriage license from 3 days to 20 days for
couples who decline premarital counseling.48 In 2002, Michigan considered a bill offering a tax credit
of up to $50 to cover the cost of a premarital or marriage education program.49

Community Marriage Policies

Marriage Savers, an organization dedicated to strengthening and preserving marriages, has helped 183
cities in 40 states implement Community Marriage Policies (CMPs). CMPs are signed by clergy and
judges in a community, who agree to require engaged couples to undergo at least four months of
marriage preparation, including a premarital inventory that helps to identify the strengths and
weaknesses of an engaged couple's relationship. Both marriage preparation and the premarital inventory
are administered by married couples trained as mentors, who meet with engaged couples at least four to
six times before the marriage and continue meeting afterwards Mentormg couples also help couples in
troubled marriages and others who want to strengthen their marriage.

A recent study demonstrated the effectiveness of CMPs in reducing divorce rates. Counties that
implemented CMPs had an 8.6-percent decline in their divorce rates over four years, compared to a 5.6-
percent decline among counties without CMPs. Over seven years, CMP communities will experience a
17.5-percent decline in divorce rates, compared to a 9.4-percent decline in counties with no CMP.50

Michigan Mediation Project

Some family courts in Michigan plan to have mediators trained in focused thinking mediation, a highly
effective technique that teaches couples how to listen to each other and to resolve conflict, thereby
reducing acrimony between spouses. The developer of focused thinking mediation, Stan Posthumus, has
successfully used this method on divorced couples in The Third Circuit Court in Wayne County,
Michigan. After working with Mr. Posthumus, 40 out of 50 couples who had repeatedly litigated over
child custody issues settled their cases out of court, and after one year, only five couples returned to
court.51

Conclusion
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Clearly, America's embrace of no-fault divorce has weakened the institution of marriagg, with disastrous
fiscal, societal, and human consequences. The link between the emergence of no-fault divorce and the
rapid rise in the nation's divorce rate is utterly indisputable.

Fortunately, state legislatures and communities are beginning to craft creative and effective ways for
protecting marriage instead of undermining it. Covenant marriages, Community Marriage Policies, and
pre-marital counseling show great promise for motivating couples considering marriage to enter
matrimony with an eye to maintaining a lifetime commitment to each other.

Another encouraging sign is the number of states that are enacting or considering legislatiop that would
lengthen the waiting period for divorce, reinstitute fault into divorce proceedings, and require pre-
divorce counseling.

But these steps are only a beginning. Replacing the culture of divorce in America with a culture of
marriage will require a lot of innovation, education, and hard work. But every effort to encourage
couples like Mario and Judy to save their troubled marriage will be well worth it.

Additional Resources

I Do: Portraits from Our Journey

The magical words "T do" are not the introduction to a fairy tale. Real-life rnarriages. face topgh times, as
the marriage vows remind us. / Do: Portraits from Our Journey tells the stories of six marriages that
have faced struggles and endured. To order the video and accompanying workbook, call FRC's order
line at 1(800) 225-4008 or visit www.fic.org.

The Family Portrait: A Compilation of Data, Research and Public Opinion on the Family

In order for marriage and family to be restored, we must first understand the current condition of these
vital institutions. The Family Portrait offers a comprehensive picture and is an invaluable resource. To
order call FRC's order line at 1(800) 225-4008 or visit www.frc.org.

Marriage Savers is an organization dedicated to strengthening and preserving marriages.

www.marriagesavers.org

For more information about the Covenant Marriage movement and how your community and church can
get involved, visit www.covenantmarriage.com

Focus on the Family began in 1977 in response to Dr. James Dobson's increasing concern for the
American family. www.fotf org

Family Life, a ministry of Campus Crusade for Christ, offers many resources for strengthening
marriages and families. www.fltoday.org
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TABLE §-5

SELECTED VITAL STATISTICS
FREQUENCIES AND RATES OR RATIOS BY COUNTY
MONTANA, 2007

Population Population : 957,861
Natural Increase Natural Increase 3,867
Births - Residence Live Births, Total 12,4371
Live Births, Male . 6,366
Live Births, Female 6,071
Live Births, Out Of 4,456
Deaths - Residence Deaths (Excluding 8,570]
. Deaths (Excluding 4,342
Deaths (Excluding 4,228 . . . . . X 10.9)
Infant Mortality & Fetal Infant Deaths (Under 1 . :
Death - Residence Year) 76) 6.1 - - 4] 14.2 R - | B | | - - 8 6.7] 3 68.2 5 E
Neonatal (Under 28 43 3.5 B | 2, 7.1 E | B - | | E | 3| 2.5 2| 45.5 - -
Postneonatal (28 33| 2.7] E E 2] 7.4 - B | - E R E E 54 4.2 1 22.7 - -
Fetal 38 3.1 | | 2] 7.1 1 8.1 | B h R E B 3 2.5 | | E |
Perinatal 81 6.5 | e 4] 14.2 1 8.1 g B - R R E 6 5.0 2) 45.5 E |
| eading Causes of (#) Malignant :
Death - Residence . . . Ineoplasms e 1,906 199.0 230 261.2 17 132.8 12} 183.2 14| 305.0 20] 2057 3 2366 150 1834 22| 4187 39]  348.8
# Diseases of heart 1,860 194.2 16 181.7 177 132.8 8 122.1 14l 305.0 14 144.0) 7t 5521 153 187.1 12 2284 26| 2324
(#) Chronic lower 604 63.1 4 454 12 93.8 4 61.1 2 43.6] 5 514 2 157.7 65 79.5! 2 38.1 14 1251
(#) Accidents 603| 63.0) 5 56.8] 17 132.8 5 76.3] 6l 1307 6 61.7] B R 40 48.9) 2 38.1 10 894
|- (61#) : 437} 45 6] 3 34.1 5 39.1 3 45.8| B E 5 51.4 | E 42 51.4 3 57.1 14 125.1
| - (48#) Alzheimer's 260)] 27.1 | E 1 7.8 2 30.5) - E 7 72.0 | | 49 59.9 5 95.2) 3 26.8)
| (43#) Diabetes 258 26.9 4 45.4 6 46.9 2] 30.5 2 43.6 3 30.9 E - 25 30.6 1 19.0 3 26.8
(#) Intentional self-harm 192 20.0 2 22.7 2 15.6 R | 1 21.8 2 20.6 1 78.9) 10 12.2 2 38.1 5 44.7|
(#) Influenza and 180 18.8 3 34.1 5 39.1 2 30.5) 4 87.1 E E | R 17] 20.8| - - 6 53.6]
“{(#) Chronic liver 139 14.5 1 11.4 2, 15.6| 5] 76.3 1 21.8| 1 10.3 g E 17| 20.8! E E 3 26.8)
Abortion - Residence [Abortions 1,977 ,/\,am.oxM 14| 1489 22 78.3 2 16.3 3 63.8] 14]  164.7 E | 163  135.5 1 22.7] 150 121.0
Births - Occurrence |Live Births, Total 12,401 12.9] 85 9.7 217] 17.0 : E 1 0.2 2 0.2) - - 1,523 18.6 1 0.2 254 22.7]
Deaths - Ocourrence Deaths (Excluding 8,608, 9.0} 87, 9.9 86 6.7 37 5.6 46 10.0) 68 7.0 15 11.8] 852 10.4 44 8.4 155 13.9
lAccidental 633 66.1 8 90.9) 18] 140.6 8 91.6 g 1961 5 51.4 2 157.7] 38 46.5) 3 57.1 10 89.4
Motor Vehicle 293] 30.8] 2 22.7 1 86.0 4 61.1 4 87.1 4 41.1 E - 19 232 2 38.1 7 62.6|
Other Accidental 340 35.5] 3 68.2 7 54.7] 2 30.5] 5 108.9) 1 10.3 2l 1577 19 23.2) 1 19.0 3 26.8]
Infant Death - Occurrence: [Infant Deaths (Under 1 68 5.5 - - 2 9.2 - | | - - - B - 14 9.2] 1 0.0 1 39
Marriages - Occurrence Marriages Solumnized 7,263 7 6| 62 7.0 80| 6.3] 40 6.1 54 11.8 180 18.5 5 4.7 603 7.4 41 7.8 67] 6.0]
Licenses Issued 7,263 7.6 58] 6.6 84| 6.6 39 6.0 38| 8.3 129 13.3 4 3.2 627] 7.7 32| 6.1 66) 5.9
Maritat : * = |Marital Terminations
Terminations - Occurrence : 4,720 4.9 27] 3.1 20/ 1.6 6 0.9) 13 2.8 15] 1.5 0f 0.0 906 11.1 7] 1.3 52 4.6
Abortion - Occurrence Abortions 2238|1805 - - , ‘ . j - ] ] ] - - 96|  63.0 - . . -

* OUT OF WEDLOCK BIRTHS, INFANT DEATHS, FETAL DEATHS, AND ABORTIONS ARE PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS.** CAUSE-SPECIFIC RESIDENT DEATH RATES ARE PER
100,000 ESTIMATED POPULATION.*** NATURAL INCREASE, LIVE BIRTHS, DEATHS, MARRIAGES, AND MARTIAL TERMINATIONS ARE PER 1,000 POPULATION.

- QUANTITY IS ZERO. .

SEE "CAUSE OF DEATH" IN THE "TECHNICAL OVERVIEW" FOR THE INTERNATIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF DISEASE (ICD-10) CODES INCLUDED IN EACH CATEGORY.
LINE M™BERS SHOWN IN PARENTHESES ON THIS TABLE CORRESPOND TO CATEGOR™ ™~ AND CODE RANGES IN THE TABLE AT

http f&v:vm.En,moc\mnmnMmﬁwomwHdmowxamnuo:\/\wnwpmnmﬁM\mw@mdQHx: tes.pdf. THOSE MARKED WITH A "#" SIGN ARE RANKABLE AS LEAT 3USES.

ABOE ATA IS LIMITED TO ABORTIONS COCCURRING IN MONTANA.
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TABLE S-5

SELECTED VITAL STATISTICS
FREQUENCIES AND RATES OR RATIOS BY COUNTY
MONTANA, 2007

: ; F L |NUMBER
Population Population 1,650 - 11,181
Natural Increase Natural Increase -11 0.7] -64
Births - Residence Live Births, Total 15i 9.1 109| 12.7 73 8.2 17.4] 98|
Live Births, Male 7l 8.6 59 13.8 39 8.7 14.2 52|
Live Births, Female 8 9.6} 50 11.7 34 7.8 20.6 46
Live Births, Out Of 3 200.0] 42 385.3 41 561.6 9 191.5] 30| 306.1 364 299.8 263 2124 B | 178 738.6 2 285.7
Deaths - Residence Deaths (Excluding 26 15.8 102] 11.9 101 11.4i 49 18.2 162 14.5 739 8.5 427 49| 14 11.54 126 9.4 17 15.1
Deaths (Exciuding 18 221 50 11.7 47 10.5 27 20.2] 80| 16.4] 370 8.5 206 4.5 9| 14.2] 67 10.2] 1 191
Deaths {(Excluding 8 9.6 52 12.1 54| 12.3 22 16.2 72 12.6 369 8.5 221 53 5 8.6 59 8.7 6} 10.9
Infant Mortality & Fetal Infant Deaths (Under 1
Death - Residence Year) 1 66.7] E - - - 4 213 - -4 5 4.1 10| 81 - N 1 41 R R
Neonatal (Under 28 p E 4 B - - - E - E 2] 1.6 8 4.8 N 5 1 4.1 i R
Postneonatal (28 1 66.7] - N R - 1 213 - - 3] 2.5 4 3.2 E N R R K R
Fetal - B E 1 9.2) R | E | | g 5 4.1 5 4.0 1 1111 | E E |
Perinatal | - 1 9.2 - E B - - | 7 5.8 11 8.9 1 1111 1 4.1 - -
| eading Causes of (#) Malignant
Death - Residence ~ Ineoplasms 71 4242 19 222.0 20] 2259 18] 66770 34 3041 179] 2061 82 93.9| E E 25 186.8) 8l 7111
: # Diseases of heart 8 484.8; 21 245.4 30] 338.9 4 148.4 41 366.7, 137 157.8; 100 1145} 1 82.3| 30| 2242 4] 355.6
(#) Chronic lower 1 60.6 5 58.4) 9 101.7 2 74.2) 11 98.4 66, 76.0) 18 20.6§] 2 164.8 4 29.9 B E
(#) Accidents 1 60.6 3 351 11 124.3 7l 2598 1 98.4) 64 73.7] 37 424 3 2469 15] 142.1 2 1778
(61#) 1 606 8] 93.5 3 33.9 2| 74.2 9| 80.5] 37] 426 24 27.5! K - 3] 224 E E
3@3 Alzheimer's g - 3 351 E E 1 371 3| 26.8] 22| 25.3] 9 10.3 - - 2 14.9 - -
| (43#) Diabetes 1 60.6 4 46.7] 2] 22.6 | - pi 17.9 15 17.3 10 11.4 2 164.6 3 22.4 1 88.9
(#) Intentional self-harm 1 60.6 1 11.7 2 22.6 - - 4 35.8] 16f 18.4 19 21.7] - - 6| 44.8 1 88.9]
(#) Influenza and 1 60.6) 1 11.7] 1 11.3] E -] 8 71.5] 15] 17.3 10 11.4 1 82.3] 3 22 .4 -] -
(#) Chronic liver E E 1 11.7] 2| 228 - E 1 8.9 9 10.4 1 1.1 R - 8 59.8 - -
Abortion - Residence Abortions B g 11 100.9 14 191.8 - - 5| 51.0) 206 169.7| 220 177.7 B g 34 141.1 - E
Births - Occurrence “|Live Births,; Tota! 4 E 106 12.4 33 3.7] E - g7 8.7] 1,249 14.4 1,270 14,5 b B 213 15.9! - B
Deaths - Occurrence Deaths (Excluding 23 13.9 101 11.8| 86 9.7| 35 13.0 151 13.5] 772 8.9 411 4.7 9| 7.4 103 7.7] 4| 3.6
lAccidental 1 60.6 2 23.4 11 124.3 2] 74.2] 7] 62.6| 71 81.8| 34 38.9 3 2469 13 97.1 1 88.9)
Motor Vehicle . - - E 2 234 2] 22.6 1 37.1 2| 17.9 32 36.8 14 16.0 2 164.6| 7 52.3] 1 88.9|
Other Accidental 1 60.6 0 0.0 9 101.7 1 371 5 447 39 44 9 20 229 1 82.3 6 44.8 0 0.0]
Infant Death - Occurrence  {infant Deaths (Under 1 E E E - - E E - - E 2| 1.6 8] 6.3 B - E E | -
Marriages - Occurrence Marriages Solumnized 9| 5.5) 47| 5.5 47| 53 21 7.8 85 7.6 1,065 12.3 807 9.2 8| 6.6) 82 6.1 4 3.6
Licenses issued 9 5.5 51 6.0 37, 4.2 23 8.5 79] 7.1 1,101 12.7] 867] 9.9 8 6.6 73 5.5 | -
Marital - "> |Marital Terminations
Terminations - Occutrence’ g 1 0.6 10 1.2] 23] 2.6 7 2.6 43 3.8 413] 4.8 266 3.0 3 2.5 43 3.2 1 0.9
Abortion - Occurrence Abortions - E - E E E E E E | E 2034 162.5] - B E | | - E -

* OUT OF WEDLOCK BIRTHS, INFANT DEATHS, FETAL DEATHS, AND ABORTIONS ARE PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS.** CAUSE-SPECIFIC RESIDENT DEATH RATES ARE PER
100,000 ESTIMATED POPULATION.*** NATURAL INCREASE, LIVE BIRTHS, DEATHS, MARRIAGES, AND MARTIAL TERMINATIONS ARE PER 1,000 POPULATION.

- QUANTITY IS ZERO.

SEE "CAUSE OF DEATH" IN THE "TECHNICAL OVERVIEW" FOR THE INTERNATIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF DISEASE

LINE NT™MBERS SHOWN IN PARENTHESES ON THIS TABLE CORRESPOND TO CATEGOR”™ ™" AND CODE RANGES IN THE

htty wv.dphhs.mt .gov/statisticalinformation/vitalstats/appendix/1 ses.pdf. THOSE MARKED WITH A

ABOt IATA IS LIMITED TO ABORTIONS OCCURRING IN MONTANA.

(ICD-10)

TABLE AT
wgn

SIGN ARE RANKABLE AS LEAT

CODES INCLUDED IN EACH CATEGORY.
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TABLE S-5

SELECTED VITAL STATISTICS
FREQUENCIES AND RATES OR RATIOS BY COUNTY
MONTANA, 2007

Population Population

Natural increase Natural Increase

Births - Residence Live Births, Total
Live Births, Male
Live Births, Female
Live Births, Out Of 2 87.0 132) 4944 28] 3011 4] 2857 216 5106 219] 3004 2 125.0 58| 362.5) 1 66.7 8

Deaths - Residence Deaths (Excluding 15 5.3] 152 9.2 76 6.8 17| 8.3 290 10.2 509 8.5 21 11.7 234 12.4 24 13.9 74
Deaths (Excluding 10 6.8 72| 8.6] 43 7.7 10 9.4 140) 10.0 219 7.4 7 7.9 131 13.7] 13 14.8 46
Deaths {Excluding 5 3.6 80 9.8 33 6.0 7 7.1 150 10.3 290] 9.5 14] 15.4 103 11.0] 11 13.0 28

Infant Mortality & Fetal infant Deaths (Under 1

Death - Residence Year) | | - E 1 10.8 | g (3 14.2 4] 5.5) | | 2] 12.5) R E 1
Neonatal (Under 28 g - g E 1 10.8 - B 5| 11.8] 1 1.4 g - 1 6.3 R - R
Postneonatal (28 E E g B E - - | 1 2.4 3| 4.1 B - 1 6.3 - | 1
Fetal | - 1 3.7 - R E g 3 7.1 p - 1 62.5 - E B B E
Perinatal E E 1 3.7 1 10.8 E | 8 18.9) 1 1.4 1 62.5 1 6.3 | E B

l.eading Causes of (#) Malignant

Death - Residence neoplasms 3 105.2 32, 193.1 29 260.8 2, 97.7| 63 2215 123 205.0 3 167.0 70) 370.7] 6  348.0 23]
| # Diseases of heart 2 70.1 36] 217.3] 9 80.9) 4 195.3 56 196.9 113 188.3 s 2784 54| 2859 11 638.1 13
(#) Chronic lower 3| 105.2 8| 48.3] R N 2] 97.7/ 22 77.4 36 600 - - 21 111.2 - E 7]
(#) Accidents E E 20] 120.7 11 98 9| 4 195.3 31 109.0 29| 483 2] 111.4 18 95.3; 1 58.0 5|
| (61#) 1 35.1 7] 42.3 4 36.0 1 48.8| 15 52.7] 21 35.0 2] 111.4 17| 90.0 1 58.0) 2
|- (48#) Alzheimer's B - 4 241 3 27.0] 1 48.8 8 28.1 13 21.7] 2 111.4 2 10.6] E E 1

(43#) Diabetes E B 2| 12.1 4 36.0 : B 9| 31.6 9| 15.0 1 55.7] 10| 53.0 1 58.0) 2,

(#) Intentional self-harm 1 35.1 5 30.2) 1 9.0 - N 6 211 12] 20.0 E E 3 15.9 1 58.0 1
(#) Influenza and b - 3 18.1 B - 1 48.8 5 17.6 12] 20.0 2] 111.4) 2 10.6 ] - 2i
(#) Chronic liver 2 701 3 18.1 1 9.0 1 48.8 4 14.1 6] 10.0 1 55.7 3 15.9 g - |

Abortion - Residence Abortions 2, 87.0 21 78.7| 15 161.3 - - 40 94.6| 152 208.5 2| 125.0] 11 68.8 g E 7|

Births - Occurrence . Live Births, Total E g 387 234 2 0.2 E B 336) 11.8 794 13.2 E E 108 5.7 | - E

Deaths - Occurrence Deaths (Excluding 17| 6.0 139 8.4 53| 4.8 11 5.4 222 7.8 524 8.7 20 1.1 196 10.4 20 11.6 63
Accidental 2] 70.1 15] 90.5 9 80.9) 5 2441 21 73.8) 30) 50.0] 2] 111.4 10 53.0 1 58.0 6]
Motor Vehicle 2] 701 5 30.2 7 62.9) 4 195.3) 9 31.64 12] 20.0 g Y 4] 21.2 - E 3
Other Accidental of 0.0 10| 60.4] 2] 18.0 1 48.8 12 42.2 18] 30.0 2] 111.4] [§ 31.8 1 58.0) 3

Infant Death - Ocourrence . {infant Deaths (Under 1 | | B R - - g - 3] 8.9 2| 2.5 E | 1 9.3 | N ]

Marriages - Occurrence Marriages Solumnized 22) 7.7] 110) 6.6 60 5.4 10, 4.9 176 6.2, 448 7.5 9| 5.0 139 7.4 8| 4. 89
Licenses Issued 17 6.0] 115 6.9 31 2.8 5 2.4 110 39 496 8.3 8 4.5 97 5.1 9 5.2) 65

Maritat Lot e (Marital Terminations

Terminations - Occurrence 5 1.8 58 33 17 1.5] 4] 2.0 100 3.5 696 11.6 2 1.1 66 3.5 4] 2.3 21

Abortion - Occurrence Abortions - E - R E - E E B B 275 346.3 E - . E k . |

* QUT OF WEDLOCK BIRTHS,
100,000 ESTIMATED POPULATION.*** NATURAL INCREASE, LIVE BIRTHS,
- QUANTITY IS ZERO.
DEATH"
LINE NT™BERS SHOWN IN PARENTHESES ON THIS TABLE CORRESPOND TO CATEGORT™ "™
v.dphhs . mt.gov/statisticalinformation/vitalstats/appendix/2

TO ABORTIONS OCCURRING IN MONTANA.

SEE "CAUSE OF

http
ABOF

ATA 1S LIMITED

INFANT DEATHS,

FETAL DEATHS,

DEATHS,

AND ABCRTIONS ARE PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS.** CAUSE-SPECIFIC

MARRIAGES, AND MARTIAL TERMINATIONS ARE

ies.pdf.

:%w:

IN THE "TECHNICAL OVERVIEW" FOR THE INTERNATIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF DISEASE (ICD-10) CODES
AND CODE RANGES IN THE TABLE AT
THOSE MARKED WITH A

RESIDENT DEATH RATES ARE PER
PER 1,000 POPULATION.

INCLUDED ‘IN EACH CATEGORY.

SIGN ARE RANKABLE AS LEAT
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TABLE S-5

SELECTED VITAL STATISTICS
FREQUENCIES AND RATES OR RATIOS BY COUNTY
‘MONTANA, 2007

Population Population E 3,895 - 105,650 - 4,494 - 16,099 g 438] N 3,048 E 5,943 4 1,699 e 7,118] -
Naturai Increase Natural increase 1 0.5 -7 1.8 651 6.2 -28 6.2 9] 0.6 -1 2.3 -10 2.5 10 1.7 -5 2.9 -6 0.8
Births - Residence Live Births, Total 24 12.6| 38 9.8 1,369 3.0 35 7.8| 154 9.6 1 2.3 43 10.9 83] 14.0| 15 8.8 59 8.3
Live Births, Male 11 11.5 20| 10.1 709 . 133 17] 7.7 81 10.1 1 4.5 17 8.6 39 13.3 2 2.4 29 6.7
Live Births, Female 13| 13.7 18 9.4 660 1260 18 7.8 73 9.0 R E 28] 13.2 44 14.6] 13 15.1 30 10.8
Live Births, Out Of - 6| 2500 15l 3947 4721 344.8 11 314.3) 40  259.7 - E 12{ 2791 34f 4096 2 133.3) 31 525.4
Deaths - Residence Deaths (Excluding 23 121 45 11.6 718] 6.8 63 14.0) 145 9.0 2) 4.6 53| 13.4 73] 12.3 20| 11.8 65 9.1
, Deaths (Excluding 13| 13.6 271 13.6 348 6.5 38| 17.3 75) 9.3 2 8.9) 28 14.2) 38 12.9 11 13.2) 34 7.8
Deaths (Excluding 10 10.6 18 9.4 379 7.1 25| 10.9 70] 8.7 | - 25 12.7] 35 11.7] 9| 10.4 31 11.2
infant Mortality & Fetal infant Deaths (Under 1
Death - Residence Year) : . R B R R 4 2.9 - - i R - R . | 1 12.0 R N 1 16.9]
Neonatal (Under 28 - K E - 1 0.7 - N - R R - - i 1 12.0] R R 1 16.9
Postneonatal (28 K R - .- 3| 2.2 R | | - ] | i ] R i R i ] R
Fetal E - - - 4 2.9 E | 2 13.0 E E E - - - E E E -
Perinatal : | - E R 5| 3.7 - - 2 13.0 - - - - 1 12.0 E | 1 16.9)
Leading Causes of < {(#) Maltignant
Death - Residence neoplasms 5 263.2 11 282.4 155 146.7| 15| 333.8 26 161.5] 1 228.3 12| 304.0 19 319.7 71 4120 17]  238.8
‘1_# Diseases of heart 7] 3684 12| 308.1 157 148.6 15|  333.8 371 2298 E - 14] 3548 K: 101.0 3 176.6 17] 2388
(#) Chronic lower 1 52.6 [& 154.0) 47| 44.5) g 178.0) 9 55.9] | B 71 1773 [5 101.0] 1 58.9] 5 70.2
, (#) Accidents . B B 4 102.7| 47) 44.5) 3] 66.8] 9| 55.9) E 4 2| 50.7] 7] 117.8| g E 2] 28.1
u | __(B81#) 1 52.6) 1 25.7| 31 29.3| 3| 66.8| 3| 18.6| E E 2| 50.7] 4 67.3 2| 117.7) 4] 56.2
| (48#) Alzheimer's’ E E 1 25.7] 24 22.7] - B 5 311 g E 1 25.3] 3] 50.5 r - 1 14.0)
(43#) Diabetes . . 1 52 6 g E 26 24.6 4 89.0) 8 49.7 1 228.3 2 50.7] 4] 67.3) 1 58.9 3 42.1
(#) Intentional self-harm 2| 105.3 B E 24 227 g E [§ 37.3 E - 1 25.3) g E 1 58.9 1 14.0)
(#) Influenza and ) E - 1 25.7| 13] 12.3 - ] 5 31.1 R E 1 25.3 3 50.5 1 58.9) - B
(#) Chronic liver 1 52.6 1 25.7] 8 7.6 - E 5 31.1 o | 1 25.3 - E | B 1 14.0
Abortion - Residence Abortions 3] 125.0| 7] 184.2 371 271.0 6 1714 20, 128.9 - E 1 23.3 7| 84.3] 3] 200.0 7 118.6
Births - Occurrence Live Births, Total g B E - 1,826 17.3] - E 163 10.1 R - 2| 0.5 45 7.6 - g 12 1.7
Deaths - Occurrence Deaths (Excluding 20 10.5 43 11.0 904 8.6 56 12.5] 131 8.1 2] 4.6 46 11.7] 44 7.4 18] 10.6 60 8.4
Accidental 2 105.3 of . 2311 78| 73.8 5 111.3 9 55.9) 2l 4568 4 101.3] 3 50.5 2] 117.7 6 84.3)
Motor Vehicle .~ - 1 52.6 7l 179.7| 36 34.1 5 111.3) 5| 31.1 2| 456.8 4 101.3 E g 2 117.7 5 70.2 |
Other Accidental 1 52.8) 2] 51.3) 42 39.8 0 0.0 4 24.8) 0| 0.0 0 0.0 3| 50.5 0 0.0 1 14.0 |
Infarit Death - Occurrence ” [Infant Deaths (Under 1 E | E - 13 7.1 R | E | | - k | E - . R B B
Marriages - Occurrence Marriages Solumnized 15] 7.9 44 11.3 683] 6.5 32 71 159 9.9 2] 4.6] 271 6.8 40] 6.7 4 2.4 36 5.1
Licenses Issued 14 7.4 35 9.0 821 7.8 33 7.3 11§ 7.2 2] 4.6 20| 5.1 34 5.7 6 3.5 32, 4.5
Marital - ° : 5.7 |Marital Terminations )
[Terminations - Occurrence i e 3 1.6 15 3.9 478 45 16 3.6 99 6.1 3 6.8 5 1.3 19 3.2 5| 2.9 14| 2.0
Abortion - Occurrence Abortions E E - R 720 394.3 - B E - E g B E e k ] k - N

* OUT OF WEDLOCK BIRTHS, INFANT DEATHS, FETAL DEATHS, AND ABORTIONS ARE PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS.** CAUSE-SPECIFIC RESIDENT DEATH RATES ARE PER
100,000 ESTIMATED POPULATION.*** NATURAL INCREASE, LIVE BIRTHS, DEATHS, MARRIAGES, AND MARTIAL TERMINATIONS ARE PER 1,000 POPULATION.

- QUANTITY IS ZERO.

SEE "CAUSE OF.DEATH" IN THE "TECHNICAL OVERVIEW" FOR THE INTERNATIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF DISEASE (ICD-10) CODES INCLUDED IN EACH CATEGORY.
LINE M™RBERS SHOWN IN PARENTHESES ON THIS TABLE CORRESPOND TO CATEGOR™ "~ AND CODE RANGES IN THE TABLE AT

http 7.dphhs . mt .gov/statisticalinformation/vitalstats/appendix/1 ses.pdf. THOSE MARKED WITH A "#" SIGN ARE RANKABLE AS LEAT ycmmm.
ABOR ATA 1S LIMITED TO ABORTIONS OCCURRING IN MONTANA.




TAELE 85

SELECTED VITAL STATISTICS
FREQUENCIES AND RATES OR RATIOS BY COUNTY
MONTANA, 2007

Poputation Population
Natural Increase Natural Increase -6 5.7 40| 1.0 34 3.7 111 10.9) 118 12.9 14 1.3 -36 10.7| -17 0.5 29| 1.1
Births - Residence Live Births, Total 6 5.7 402 10.0 130 14 2] 217 21.4 185 201 125] 11.3] 24 7.1 388 11.9] 94 9.5
Live Births, Male 2] 3.8 204 10.1 65| 14.2 110 21.8] 100 21.8 65 11.8 11 6.6 203 12.5) 54 10.3]
Live Births, Female 4 7.8 198 9.8 65| 14.1 107 21.0 85 18.5 60| 10.9] 13| 7.6| 185 11.3] 40 8.6]
Live Births, Out Of 2] 333.3 108 268.7 41 315.4 169 778.8 106 573.0] 41 328.0 7] 291.7] 174 448.5] 16] 194 4]
Deaths - Residence Deaths (Excluding 12| 11.5 362 9.0 96 10.5) 106 10.4 67 7.3 111 10.1 60| 17.8 405 12.4 65 10.5]
: Deaths (Excluding 7 13.2 194 9.6 40 8.7 65 12.9] 30 6.5 51 9.2 34 20.4 208| 12.7] 34 8.7
Deaths (Excluding 5 9.8 168 8.3 56 12.2 41 8.0 37] 8.1 60 10.9 26 15.2 199 12.1 31 12.3
Infant Mortality & Fetal Infant Deaths (Under 1
Death - Residence Yedr) R R 7l 174 R - | - y R R | - B - - 1 10.6 - E
Neonatal (Under 28 E L 3] 7.5) N E E E E - E - - g E - 1 10.6 5 -
Postneonatal (28 - N 4 10.0 i N - | R i N | - i R R i i R i
Fetal E - 1 2.5 - B 1 4.6 2 10.8 E i E - i 4 1 10.6 - -
Perinatal - - 4 10.0 - - 1 4.6 2] 10.8 - E - - E - 2 21.3] - E
Leading Causes of (#) Malignant .
Death - Residence neoplasms 3 2874 88l  217.8 19  206.9 171 1675 17| 185.1 25  226.6 17 504.0 75|  229.7 12, 138.6| 8 210.1
R | # Diseases of heart 2 191.6| 65 160.9 20 217.8 19 187.2] 13] 141.6 24 217.5 17, 504.0 117, 358.3! 16 184.8] 11 288.9
(#) Chronic lower 1 95.8| 17| 42.1 4 436 6| 59.1 1 10.9 7] 63.4 2] 59.3] 35 107.2 1 11.5 3| 78.8
(#) Accidents 2 1916 28 69.3 8 87.1 12| 118.2 10f 108.9 5 45.3 4] 118.6) 19] 58.2 8 92.4) 2 52.5
(61#) ) - - 19 371 5 54.5 7 69.0] 4 43.6 9 81.95] - E 16 49.0 6| 69.3 1 26.3|
(48#) Alzheimer's - E 16 39.6] 2 21.8 4 39.4 - - 2| 18.1 3 88.9! 11 33.7 3 34.6 - -
|__(43#) Diabetes . b E 6 14.9 2 21.8) 8| 78.8) 1 10.9 6] 54.4 - k 11 33.7| 2| 23.1 5 131.3)
-|(#) Intentionatl self-harm - - 6 14.9 B B 1 9.9 4 43.8) 2] 18.1 - R 8] 24.5 1 1.5 1 26.3]
(#) Influenza and 2] 191.6 6| 14.9 3 32.7, 2 19.7 4 43.6 1 9.1 6 177.9] 2] 6.1 1 11.5] 3 78.8
(#) Chronic liver E - 71 17.3) 1 10.9 10] 98.5 1 10.9 1 9.1 - - 6 18.4 1 11.5 1 26.3|
Abortion - Residence lAbortions E B 58| 1443 3 23.1 9 41.5) 8| 43.2 10) 80.0) 2| 83.3 49 126.3] 6 63.8) 2| 55.6)
Births - Occurrence Live Births, Total E g 186 4.6 107| 11.7 77 7.6 6 0.7] 56| 5.1 18] 5.3 475 14.5 2| 02 g g
Deaths - Occurrence Deaths (Excluding 9 8.6 292 7.2 98 10.7] 89 8.8 45| 4.9 97] 8.8 52 15.4 421 12.9 51 5.9 36 9.5
IAccidental 3 2874 18 44.6 15| 163.4 8 78.8, 6i 65.3 10f 90.6| 2| 59.3! 18 45.9 6] 69.3 3 78.8)
Motor Vehicle 1 95.8) 7] 17.3 5 54.5 5 49.3 3 32.7] 5| 45.3 1 29 6 4 12.3] 4 46.2 3 78.8
Other Accidental 2] 191.6] 11 27.2 10 108.9] 3] 29.6] 3] 327 5 453 1 29.6 11 33.7 2 231 0 0.9]
Infant Death - Occurrence - [Infant Deaths (Under 1 | E 5] 26.9 E E - - E - E ] 1 55.6 ] ] | - i b
Marriages - Occurrence Marriages Solumnized 3| 2.9 250 6.2 70 7.6 65 6.4 36 39 75| 6.8 13 3.9 203 6.2 53 6.1 32| 84
Licenses Issued 3 2.9 202 5.0 79 8.6 62 6.1 31 3.4 67| 6.1 9 2.7 219 6.7 58 6.7 27 71
Marital =7y i IMarital Terminations
Terminations - Occuirence ‘ ; 0 0.0 159 3.9 32 3.5 12 1.2 20 2.2 38 34 11 33 184 5.6 15} 1.7 13 3.4
Abortion - Qccurrence |Abortions i g - - - - - i - - - g -| - E : - N R~ N

* OUT OF WEDLOCK BIRTHS, INFANT DEATHS, FETAL DEATHS, AND ABORTIONS ARE PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS.** CAUSE-SPECIFIC RESIDENT DEATH RATES ARE PER
100,000 ESTIMATED POPULATION.*** NATURAL INCREASE, LIVE BIRTHS, DEATHS, MARRIAGES, AND MARTIAL TERMINATIONS ARE PER 1,000 POPULATION.

- QUANTITY IS ZERO.

SEE "CAUSE OF DEATH" IN THE "TECHNICAL OVERVIEW" FOR THE INTERNATIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF DISEASE (ICD-10) CODES INCLUDED IN EACH CATEGORY.
LINE NUMBERS SHOWN IN PARENTHESES ON THIS TABLE CORRESPOND TO CATEGORT™~ AND CODE RANGES IN THE TABLE AT

http 7.dphhs .mt .gov/statisticalinformation/vitalstats/appendix/1 :es.pdf. THOSE MARKED WITH A "#" SIGN ARE RANKABLE AS LEAL \USES.
ABOR ATA 1S LIMITED TO ABORTIONS OCCURRING IN MONTANA.




TABLE S-5

SELECTED VITAL STATISTICS
FREQUENCIES AND RATES OR RATIOS BY COUNTY
MONTARNA, 2007

RO : INUMBER|. R :

Poputation Population - 5,144 g 651 E E 898 -| 139,936 - B -
Natural Increase Natural Increase 0.7] -2 0.4 0| 0.0 3.0 -12 13.4 693, 5.0) 1 E
Births - Residence Live Births, Total 59| 9.8 47 9.1 5 7.7 75 10.9 18 9.1 7| 7.8 1,951 13.9 3 -
Live Births, Male 29 9.7 21 | 7.8 3 9.0 35] 10.3] 12 12.2 4 9.3 958 14.0 E |
Live Births, Femaie '~ 30] 9.9 26| 10.9 2 6.3 40 11.4] 6 6.0 3 6.4 993 13.9 3 E
Live Birthis, Out Of = 11 186.4 17 3617 2| . 400.0] 29|  386.7 s 2778 2| 2857 731 3747 1 333.3
Deaths - Residence - | Deaths (Excluding 63| 105 49 9.5] 5 7.7 81 11.7 24 121 19 212 1,258 9.0 2 -
Deaths (Excluding 36] 12.0 28| 10.2 4 12.0) 37] 10.9) 19 11.4 10 23.2) 606 8.8| 2) |
’ Deaths (Excluding 27| 8.9 21 8.8 1 3.2 44 12.5 13| 13.1 g| 193 652 9.1 E E

Infant Mortality & Fetal Infant Deaths (Under 1
Death - Residence Year) |- il 3] 50.8 - - - - E - - - K - 12) 6.2) E -
Neonatal (Under 28 3] 50.8) E E | B g B E g g | 9| 4.6 E E
Postneonatal (28 - i - R E E B i R 4 . E 3 1.5] E B
Fetal ) - - E i 21.3| E - B B 1 55.6] | - 2 1.0| g B
Perinatal g 3 50.8 1 21.3] E - B B 1 55.8] E - 11 5.6 g -

l_eading Causes of .. [(#) Malignant
Death - Residence neoplasms 9 149.4] 7 1361 2l 3072 14 202.9 5 2521 4 4454 270 192.9 B |
‘ # Diseases of heart 13 2158 12| 2333 | | 22|  318.9 71 3530 4] 4454 283 202.2 1 R
(#) Chronic lower 4 66.4 4 77.8 p N 7 101.5 2 100.9 1 111.4 92 65.7| E B
(#) Accidents - 5 83.0) 2 38.9 E E 4 58.0 2l 1009 E E 52 37.2) - -
| (81#) 4 66.4] 2 38.9 | - 5 72.5 1 50.4 2 2227 76] 54.3] B -
| (48#) Alzheimer's - 1 16.6| B - - E 5 72.5 | | 1 111.4 36) 25.7 - -
“{ - {43#) Diabetes 3 49.8| 2 38.9] - E 4 58.0 1 50.4 1 111.4 32 22.9 - B
(#) Intentional self-harm 2| 33.2 1 19.4 1 153.6 1 14.5 E E E B 23 16.4 1 E
(#) Influenza and . - - 2| 38.9) R E 1 14.5 E E 2l 2227 17] 12.1 B B
(#) Chronic liver - - - E R E B | 1 14.5 - | - E 20 14.3) B B
Abortion - Residence Abortions : S 2| 33.9 4] 85.1 - E 4 53.3] 1 55.6 1 1429 374 191.7] 45 0.0
Births - Occurrence -+ |Live Births, Total 3] 0.5 29 586 N - 161 23.3 - E - E 2,545 18.2 10 E
Deaths - Occurrence Deaths (Excluding - 50] . 83 46 8.9 5 7.7 69| 10.0) 20| 10.1 13 14,50 1,541 11.0 E -
Accidental . 3 99.6| 1 18.4) 1 153.6 4 58.0) 1 50.4 E E 69 49.3 E |
Motor Vehicle 2 33.2 1 19.4 1 153.6 2 29.0 1 50.4 - | 19 13.6 | |
Other Accidental 4 66.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 29.0 0 0.0 - - 50| 35.7] B -
infant Death - Occurrence  {infant Deaths (Under 1 1 333.3 | E E B E B g - E R 14] 5.5 i E
Marriages - Occurrence Marriages Solumnizéd 36 6.0 40 7.8 4 6.1 41 5.9 13 6.6 4] 4.5 901 6.4 3] E
Licenses Issued "= 36 6.0 38 7.4 7] 10.8 36 5.2 11 5.5 5| 5.6 982 7.0 E B
. Marital "o i Marital Terminations v

. Terminations - Occurrence R e 16| 2.7, 18] 2.9 0] 0.0) 18| 2.6 3] 1.5 1 1.1 700 5.0, | -
, Abortion - Occurrence Abortions =+ ¢ Tt - } - - . - 1 - - - - - 943 3705 1 1009

* OUT OF WEDLOCK BIRTHS, INFANT DEATHS, FETAL DEATHS, AND ABORTIONS ARE PER 1,000 LIVE BIRTHS.** CAUSE-SPECIFIC RESIDENT DEATH RATES ARE PER
100,000 ESTIMATED POPULATION.*** NATURAL INCREASE, LIVE BIRTHS, DEATHS, MARRIAGES, AND MARTIAL TERMINATIONS ARE PER 1,000 POPULATION.

- QUANTITY IS ZERO.

SEE "CAUSE OF DEATH" IN THE "TECHNICAL OVERVIEW" FOR THE INTERNATIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF DISEASE (ICD-10) CODES INCLUDED IN EACH CATEGORY.
LINE NIMBERS SHOWN IN PARENTHESES ON THIS TABLE CORRESPOND TO CATEGORT™" AND CODE RANGES IN THE TABLE AT

http w.dphhs.mt .gov/statisticalinformation/vitalstats/appendix/2 es.pdf. THOSE MARKED WITH A "#" SIGN ARE RANKABLE AS LEAT AUSES.
AROF ATA IS LIMITED TO ABORTIONS OCCURRING IN MONTANE.
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1, Lack of capacity to consent because of mental incapacity or Infirmizy.

4

’ g~
=)
£

Under S3 5 - must be scught within 90 vy peritioner obtalnad k:cvli
(and for all of thase, the normal presumption 1s soein af
the wedding).

Under present law —~ may be sought until death of either party.

Psychosis is difficult to recognize until after a couple have
settled into married 11fe. It can be a gradual unfolding. At

least 4 years should be set, if not the present "ifetima.”

-

o Oy

2. Lack of capacity to consent because of influence of alcohol, drugs, etc.
Under SB 5 - 90 days. MNothing in present law as such. Acceptable limit.
3. Lack of capacity to consent because of force, duress, fraud.

Under 8B 5 - 90 days. v

Under present law - 2 years.
SB 5 appears to presume that someone who enters marriage under such
circumstances would be reasonably free within three months to enter
action for invalidity. This presumption is questionable. The 2
year norm seems more realistic. :

4. Lack of physical capacity to consummate- the marriage.

@ - Under 5B 5 - 1 year. ,
Under present law - 4 years. .
Experience indicates some people are so embarrassed they don't seek
help until at least a year is up. Genuine incapacity 1is often not
‘determinable clinically or from counselling until longer than a
year has elapsed in treatment., 4 years is a more realistic limit.

N

§\4 e
R
]

Sections 15-30 Separation and Divorce

8B 5 repeals existing Montana law on separation and divorce and substitutes
the so-called "no fault" approach. This approach attempts to remove the
adversary element from the procedure and grounds for obtaining a divorce,
It-hopes thereby to reduce the acrimony often associated with divorce.

The intent is good, and we share it. In those jurisdictions where this
approach has been adopted, there has been some good achieved. However, we
cannot support such an approach unconditionally, and must recognlze its
limitations as well. ' ‘

1. The divorce process ls complicated. TFor many people la gur society,
the legal arena provides an acceptable forum to "act out” what is
involved for them in terminating intimacy and_disangagementf A too
gimplified or quick "no-fault" approach may actually lead to other .,

 forms of “acting out" in society the inner feelings which are now
| {Fough the h lves.
g@ diffused fhrough the divorce proceedings themse




4
«esroduced from Montana Historical Society Archives collections. May be subject to Copyright Laws (Title 17, U.S. Cede)
Collection No. Bx/Fd No. J
2. Whers such "no-fault" divorce laws have bzen adgptad, thars is a first
1 H - < . 1 :
"rush” of divorces by pecple whe hesitared ro diverce umcer tha orevicus

svotem, but whoss warrlagss have actuzllr terminated.

However, after ins first yush, and the rate settlas down a Bit, ir grill
rﬂ;emains noticeakly higher than befora the Npo-faylt” system was adoptrad,
The reasons may vary, but the facts iemain.

We already hava a very high divorce z7te in Montara. #a lnow it will be :

higher still under 83 5, sven after the snigial pericd is passed. Are

we as a sociaty prepared to cope with the impact this will have on our
social welfare instituticns, as well as on the atmosphere in which
families attemot to live and ralse thelr childrea? Urnless something is
done to implement more explicitly purpose 2 of $3 5, the implementation :

s fwﬂzﬁﬁwﬁgﬁyﬁl&;&@ce purpose 2 te empty rhetoric. ~

— |

3. The role of at=orneys wder £B 5 will be radically changed when dealing
with divorce, Tunstead of serving as an advocate in an adversary pro~
ceedings, the lawyer will enter the domain of interpersonal dynamics.

This requires a reeducatien of lawyers, and the development of a whole

new language (which, apparestly. orly lawyers themselves can develop).

Otherwige, the attorney will continue to act as in the present system,

and the benefits of "no-fault" will be negated by the lawyer's attitude,

language and manner of dealing with people. Is the Bar in Montana pre-

‘pared to cope with this?

i e

We also'have some observations on specific proVisioné.
1. Residency and Waiting Period.

Under SB 5, only 6 months residency is required prior to filing for
divorce, and there is no waiting period for remarriage after

. the decree is granted (at least, it appears this way).

Under present Montana law, 12 month residency is required to file,
and 6 /months (recently reduced from 12) waiting before remarriage.

Since adversary grounds are mo longer required for divorce under SB 3,
and the test is really a question of what 's happening "'in the 1life," a
longer period to cbserve the "in the 1ife" situation would appear required
if purpose 3 of SB 5 ("promote the amicable gettlement of disputes”) is to
be realized, and if the State is to avoid becoming a divorce mill.

We urge the current one year residency be retained.

2. petermipation of "Irretrievable breakdown." . . _
, eyt gl s Sgamhir ST

The mere fact of separation for-180 days (roughly six months) is
sufficient proof of bteqkddﬁh warrenting divorce. That's the same
amount of time required currently by $B 5 for residency to file. To
protect purposewafbf/the Bill, elther extend the xesidency period as
suggested above, dr require in addition to the mere fact of separation
a conciliation hearing in all cases, to determine factually that there
truly is irretrievable breakdown, '

ngerious marital discord" is the other basis for determining 'irre-

trTE%%ble BE¥eakdown.”  But who can determine this% The courts really

neéd the profegsional evalua "of a competent (and if posaible, -
R N S S ’ o g

¥
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Conciliation Law':

b

For the courts to function undar S3 5, theraiore; qualified counsslors |
must be made availabla in each judicial district. Section 15 (2) (B |
(4) of S3 5, therefore, should be amended by 2dding after "Mentana |
|

except that in each judicial district the establishment of
conciliation cownselors wnder 36-203 shall be mandatory.

Sectipns 31-40 Child Custody

We are especlally pleased with the effort to state in lavw that the "best
interest of the child" ghall be the underlying consideration.

We do have one question:

Section 32, after (5) at the top of page 30, states: The court Sha%l
not consider canduct of a proposed custodian that does not affect his
relationship to the child.” ' - '

' Try as we might,,we cannot come up with any ccnduct of.a,custOdian
which would not have some influence cn his relationship with the child,
and therefore would not prcperly be open LO consideration by ?h¢ court.

Unless there is a very serlous reason for retaining this provision, we
ask that it be dropped.

Thank you for your kindvconside:ation of these remarks.

".Jameb'ﬂ. ?ﬁovbét




NAME:

ADDRESS: /[ [J /|

PHONE:

REPRESENTING WHOM?

APPEARING ON WHICH PROPOSAL: AR AN
o : . /;,.//
OPPQOSE?

DO YOU:  SUPPORT? .

COMMENTS :

.
o S

B

N

i i

PLEASE, LEAVE ANY PREPARED STATEMENTS WITH THE COMMITTEE SECRETARY
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mEpaver ¢

our method

::I‘
“.)
I
O

vf ﬁlﬂmi‘; fragmentation increases the nu
0o

these additional costs

Tog v, the methadology we use ¢
improve the L}J}ii mores, or other behaviors of a
to reduced social {};‘{}i'ﬂﬂmzﬁ or increased productivity.

What Casts Bre Associnied with Neans-Tested GCovernment Programs?

f the taxpaver r*,ﬂs{f«‘

ormation :

of poverty

& Assumption 2: Marriage Tifts 60 percent of households headed by a single
female oul of poverty.

®  Assumption 3: The share of expenditures on government anfipoverty
programs that is due to family fragmentation is equal to the percent of
poverty that resulis from family §

gmentation.?®

-,

Tas hu‘ than
because m‘i:

and/or allow men on iz}b(‘:t‘ market would
increase houschold 1 2 35 based on the discussion on pages

16-11 of this mp ) he empirical results pro

. ted ’i}j»" Anunat 3{}{%
Michaels and Tho
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Male head o spouse present

Female head no spouse present

{Satirce 200659
Percent Heceiving

Percent Receiving swdtuaxd
Edndis 5,

famm‘ ype

RMarriad

Malete

e spouse present
Female head no spouse present

ded households only;
exciuded.
TWOUS [0y ‘sir&‘ cautious and strai i 5 of

mfra’;ssed gmuxv: nent expenditures on TANF, Foc

Z\:‘Icfdicaid SCHIP, child welfare programs, WIC, LIHEAD, Head Start, and
lec'ﬂ t and lunch programs that result from family frmgmentation. (See more
Notes fable A.17 on page 333 For government programs that serve
both 1du'»~ and ¢ %‘if%ren {’?f‘{f\iﬁ F Yod Q{dm hs, housing assistance, Medicaid, WIC,
and LIHEAP), we assume that 31.7 pe e to family fragmen-
tation. We n‘z:ﬂf:p thés assumption because existing data {as sh in table 3) su

i
o~
Ia

gests that fam ’:3,’ fragmeniation

A

L 02" overall povm \

s [Tat
CHC Programs

and assumption 3 sugge

of m?{myer Cos

st predominantly chifdren (such as SCHIP,

;mﬂ school hreakfast and Tu

» due o family fragmentation.®

We offer one ¢ thu mary note: The przm r costs associated with fumily fragmen-
1 o8 not mean that taxpavers would necessarily
vings from reductons in family fragmentation

Page

i
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fidhood ‘-’}{)VQY!Y rates by

ions taken from the empirical literature on

crime is caused by ¢ hoverty. 6 Using

To estimate the impact of lamily fragmentation on foregone tax revenues, we must
estimate the increase in taxable incorne that would r’csrii‘ from marriage. We again
make the séym‘;iif\fimr wssumption that marriage has no behavioral effect; in othe
men :mf}, f-.&fould therefore
marry. Again, given
7 this is 2 cautious
overestimate

words, murriage would not increase the labor supply :f

have no impact on the taxable eamings of single

the rich literature on how marriage zm,mt male la
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Lunch and Bredidast Program 835

(:c‘i’;ziin’iy leads to an underestimate.

sSecond, we
(hecause e
nonetheless vm'y i ‘m 1y include s
payer-funded Wrzg{mnw exXC
Credit (EITC), public
acdults. The EITC alone és a '53-'?%} bi

effect of marri

i

%5,3 m’fﬂx ghout who rrar-

we lack hard data (¢




ot disorders requining
renerally.

We have also ¢

the elderly

ignored for the purpos
wve assumed that all
v children,

ocial ©

anitai to %,hr:}z
and reduce

Similarly, we have
capacity, If stable ma
decreases the i

most likely underestimates th

o

Fourth, there is one other
sents a cautious, mmmfmm ¢

that }’Mn'ssehc:)idf; that maryy

rate §ing
ome married ¢©

W sHLh the

o use gov-

dre «‘ai‘h:‘zc Mot hu households.
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Cost of Family Fragmentation

Food Stamps

nefit per persan peryear LISV
Cost of Family Fragmentation 39,564,661,358 = 1131247844504

Housing Assistance
HUD Expenditures on Hows
Last of Farnily Fragmentation 17,097 023,008 =

Medicald (faderal & state}

Expenditures on Medicaid 8457143
Cast of Family Fragmentation §37,875, 275,832 =

e

SCHIP {federal & state}

Expenditures on SCHIP

3
2

Costof Family Fragmentation 42,846,242,722 =

Cost of Family Fragmantation

LA
Expenditures on LHEAP

Costof Family Fragmentation

Head Start
Expenditures on Head Stary
Cost of Family Fragmentation

Schond Breakfast and Lundh
Expenditures on Subsidized Scho
{ost of Family Fragmentation

Forgone Tax Receipts
Loss in Hational Insome from £
Reduction in Childhood Pove

Loss in Hational income from 12

Hagmestation

00,000 361

Forgous Federal Tazes @ 10% Yax Rate 46,1 = 00,0007 10
Fargoue HOA ® 13.3% Tax Rate $9,389. 870,000 =

Forgone State & Local Taxes @ 11% Average Tax Bate $8,759,700,00¢ =
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